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MEMORANDUM  
*

Appeal from the United States District Court

for the Eastern District of California

Lawrence K. Karlton, District Judge, Presiding

Submitted July 14, 2009 **  

Before:  SCHROEDER, THOMAS, and WARDLAW, Circuit Judges.

William Guy, a California state prisoner, appeals pro se from the district

court’s judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging deliberate

FILED
JUL 27 2009

MOLLY C. DWYER, CLERK
U.S. COURT OF APPEALS



PdM/Research 08-156982

indifference to his serious medical needs.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28

U.S.C. § 1291.  We review de novo, Toguchi v. Chung, 391 F.3d 1051, 1056 (9th

Cir. 2004), and we affirm.

The district court properly granted summary judgment in favor of defendant

Orr because Guy failed to raise a triable issue as to whether Orr intentionally

denied, delayed or interfered with medical treatment for Guy’s serious medical

needs.  See Hallett v. Morgan, 296 F.3d 732, 744 (9th Cir. 2002) (explaining that

prison officials manifest a deliberate indifference to a prisoner’s medical needs

when they intentionally deny, delay or interfere with medical treatment).

The district court properly granted summary judgment in favor of defendant

Howery because Guy failed to raise a triable issue as to whether Howery was

aware of facts from which he could infer that Guy had serious medical needs.  See

Toguchi, 391 F.3d at 1057 (explaining that a prison official acts with deliberate

indifference only if he knows of and disregards an excessive risk to inmate health

and safety). 

Guy’s remaining contentions are unpersuasive.

AFFIRMED. 


